It appears that in September, 2011, Rome experienced much more than a dialogue on dialogic pedagogy but a gladiatorial clash of personalities and ideas. Heat, we are told, was generated (above, p
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implicit epistemology before moving to discuss ontology. I will end with another ology, hopefully not a tautology, which is "axiology."
The epistemological issue -dichotomies, classification systems and hierarchies
A key issue of debate through these two commentaries is whether Eugene's thinking is dichotomous. Kiyo suggests it is while Eugene argues that it is not at all dichotomous. In the first debate, Eugene really gets the ball rolling in this series with a set of classifications around dialogic pedagogyparticularly epistemological, ontological and variations of these such as instrumental and noninstrumental. Kiyo tells us that he is unable to agree with these as being mutually exclusive dichotomies. This leads to some puzzlement on Eugene's part and he suggests that there must have been a misunderstanding: "I think I tried to make it clear that any ontological approach has an epistemological aspect while any epistemological approach has an ontological aspect" (p.26). Still, Kiyo appears unconvinced as he repeats the claim on the last page, "As I have already noted in my response to your description of ontological dialogue and epistemological dialogue as mutually exclusive categories…" (p.42).
So, Kiyo, are these mutually exclusive, as you suggest? In theory, they are not. It makes sense for these to be conceptualised as tendencies that characterise dialogue. In practice, however, there also appears to be at least a hint of mutual exclusivity. From looking at the diagram on p.5, representatives are proposed of each, which are then assigned to one particular box. Freire is a representative of the instrumental dialogic but Lakatos is a "good representative" (p.9) of non-instrumental dialogic, epistemological II. The representatives of each approach should probably appear more than once (Socrates appears twice but this is unsurprising as there are two Socrates (Plato's and Socrates' version of Socrates). Hopefully, this is more than just a shallow point. It is people, including Eugene, rather than ideas, that have ended up in these boxes as representatives of particular kinds of dialogue. Later, Kiyo is suspected as being a member of Epistemological Pedagogical Dialogue II (p.27). There is authorial power in this -a kind of aestheticisation of the characters that does not cover the polyphony that Kiyo so admires. With this system, and while clearly outside of the spirit of Eugene's discourse, there is also great potential for abuse -e.g. by performance managers -where suspicion can indeed be bred ("makes me suspect that he is a proponent of…" (p.27).
In the second, Kiyo-led dialogue, this same issue pops up again but in a different guise. Eugene makes a distinction between "responsive" and "self-generated" dialogue and Kiyo suggests that it is another dichotomy, "first issue is about your dichotomy between the responsive authorship and the selfgenerated authorship" and although Eugene does not reply, I'm gathering from his comment on p.37 that he anticipated this objection and moved to inoculate against it, "there is no clear-cut distinction between these types of students' dialogic authorship" (p.38). Kiyo takes this inoculation as a smokescreen, however, and argues, "though you argue that there is no clear-cut distinction between these types of students' dialogic authorship, you substantially describe these two types as mutually exclusive opponents" (p.40).
To suspend the question of disagreement for a moment on whether Eugene's thinking is or is not unwittingly dichotomous, we can immediately see that both Eugene and Kiyo are united in viewing dichotomous thinking as a vice and that they both have a desire to be anything but dichotomous. Eugene is puzzled by the suggestion he is dichotomous and takes pains to detail why it is not dichotomous but Kiyo remains unconvinced throughout and keeps pressing this point. To echo a point that Eugene makes with regard to the Klara dialogue, Kiyo is pressing an unpleasant "mama-truth." For me, the ontological dialogue that it sparks is whether it is indeed all that unpleasant?
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This common ground against dichotomous thinking makes a lot of sense as both thinkers are persuaded by dialogical pedagogy. Both are inspired by Bakhtin (Kiyo particularly in terms of polyphonic authorship; Eugene in terms of learning as a form of living). Why are they attracted to Bakhtin? Is it because he presents us with a world where people can change and that even when they inhabit a role, they are not defined by it but rather the role looks "comical" on them? Dichotomies suggest a drab world of finalities and rigid thinking, where concepts may not touch each other (they are separated by clear water with no bridge) in comparison.
What does epistemology mean? It is a theory of knowledge. Here, the theory goes that we cannot know very much by being dichotomous. Perhaps it is 'closed-circuit' to again echo one of Eugene's points. This theory, in itself, appears to build on a set of values. In the world of practice, dichotomous thinking occupies as legitimate a place as the world of non-dichotomous thinking. Dichotomous thinking finds a heritage in Aristotle's laws (particularly the law of non-contradiction) and it is an everyday cognitive heuristic used to simplify complexity. Cognitively, its full of errors, of course, like prejudices and stereotypes but it works pragmatically, even instrumentally and many great insights in logic are attributable to the law of non-contradiction. Many of Bakhtin's concepts appear dichotomous, even mutually exclusive in any one moment in time -self and other; author and hero; spirit and soul and much of the argument here revolves around the "teacher-student" dichotomy. Perhaps dichotomies allow some stability, a reference point, in a world of flux; and aloofness in a world where things/people/ideas constantly touch each other.
My broader point here is that Eugene and Kiyo are united not only against dichotomous thinking (maybe a negative freedom) but also in a using a value-hierarchy to get at knowledge. It is a hierarchy where dialogical thinking is the master and dichotomous thinking is the sub-altern -to be run out of town. This makes sense to me, in education, and I believe in the pedagogy but getting back to a theory of knowledge, it is difficult not to privilege certain ways of knowing over other ways of knowing, which ironically appears to be the very thing both of these authors argue against in the classroom. Later I will ask if it is fair to ask teachers not to privilege traditional, safe ways of knowing over students' ways of knowing, when these conflict.
This value-hierarchy, from an epistemological standpoint, finds a second expression in the use of classification systems by both Kiyo and Eugene. Kiyo classifies polyphonic and non-polyphonic teaching or teacher as author/teacher as dialogic author and student as hero/student as dialogic hero. For Eugene, we have a more extensive form of classification. These find graphical representation on an equal plane in Eugene's case but it is clear that he places a higher value on the "non-instrumental dialogical ontological." Perhaps it is his eloquent style, and my own journey in academia, or the fact that I like Eugene and he is a named representative/hero of the "non-instrumental, dialogical" but I find myself rooting for this hero, of all the protagonists, that he outlines.
I think there are two adventure-struggles for Eugene's ontological dialogue that are not picked up by Kiyo. One is his insistence that it moves us beyond high-culture and a fascination with high culture of the sort we find in epistemological dialogue. Yet at the same time, its name: "non-instrumental ontological dialogue" is not exactly from 'the street' and I wonder if teacher-practitioners would experience this as high academic culture. Obviously, its message, that being has priority over knowing and that as a consequence, we ought not to bracket and disvalue the mundane from teaching, makes a lot of sense and I think in broad terms, Kiyo is in general agreement with this.
Secondly and relatedly, however, what catapults 'non-instrumental dialogical ontological' into the realm of high-culture is the mysticism and reverence that accompanies it, and which Eugene That's not to say that Eugene is not on to something. He is picking up on an aspect of dialogue -its decentering of taken-for-granted 'constants' such as time and space-via a connection to physics -that also intrigued Bakhtin and was built into his theory of dialogue. In social theory, however, without the hard maths, it is difficult to shed the mysticism.
From a "reverence" point of view, this kind of dialogue is "higher"/holy, maybe making high culture out of low culture. It reads here as an ultimate, transformative, high-octane learning experience. To me, "high" culture and "low" culture is difficult to define by the contents (for instance when so many "highculture" novelists were serialised for the masses originally) and marginally easier to define synchronically or in the moment of interaction by the beholder's degree of reverence.
To help the protagonist (non-instrumental ontological dialogue) to overcome these challenges, I would suggest drawing again on epistemology. The theory of knowledge that ontological dialogue suggests is that some experiences are beyond the reach of knowledge (we may not know it has taken place for our interlocutor or students and in ourselves only after a lapse of time). In other words, knowledge (self-knowledge/other knowledge) can meet a limit. This is quite a Kierkegaardian point. We have to take a "leap of faith" that ontological dialogue may take place or may have taken place. This brings us back to the use-value of ontological dialogue. It will resist the best-laid lesson plans but the practitioner has to take the odd leap of faith that maybe not today and maybe not tomorrow but at some point they will have had such a dialogue. Maybe this is an aspect of Eugene's epistemology that is a little buried in there and which is worth drawing out. Following from this, it is no surprise that Eugene privileges ontology over epistemology (just as Kierkegaard would -substituting hope and faith for knowledge) and nor is it a surprise that Kiyo refuses to make this move. For Kiyo, "animals must act in order to know" (p.19). If this is the case, then there can be no suspension of knowing or substituting knowing for 'faith' for if one does, then it is pointless to act.
Kiyo's value-hierarchy (in the classification system outlined in his initiated dialogue) privileges knowledge in yet another way. While Eugene provides a number of transitional steps up the hierarchy towards ontological dialogue, Kiyo appears to be much more dramatic. Teachers are authors, students are heroes, and there is just one big step -from non-being to being -dialogical. Here, in this elevated sphere, we can meet a dialogic author (teacher) and a dialogic hero (student). Although wary of the potential of this hierarchy for abuse, like Eugene's value-hierarchy, it is an analogy that resonates with my reading of polyphony and I am not surprised that Eugene also finds much of value here and largely endorses many of its implications. It is worth noting, however that knowledge that is generated in this dialogic way appears to be privileged by Kiyo over knowledge that is generated in a non-dialogic waye.g. non-dialogics (to coin a term for a group of teachers and students) take teaching material as easy and straightforward, "dialogics" take teaching material as profoundly challenging; non-dialogics may place a value on listening but (stupidly?) "the nature of teacher's listening to students has not been fully understood" (p.33). Dialogics understand this relationship very well.
The frame of debate from here, in Kiyo's initiated dialogue, puzzles me a little. If you like, the protagonists (Eugene and Kiyo) have taken the battle up into the clouds of the highest point of the valuehierarchy. On this ground, it is clearly better to be a dialogic teacher/student -that is the ground. The battle concerns whether the students have enough freedom to initiate their own inquiry from underneath SI:ddp-81 the author's nose or whether the students really can be treated aesthetically rather than as embodied, complicated beings. I sense that Eugene wishes to radicalise the polyphony analogy to the ultimate freedom (to not only initiate their own dialogues but also to walk away), which in a way brings it to its 'logical' conclusion, rather than dispensing with it entirely -(although I don't think he would agree). But Eugene, polyphony is the capacity to surprise the author and what greater surprise could the author have than to have their hero bow out?
To put this in another way, I read the disagreement here as one regarding two different readings of polyphony -a traditional one (Kiyo) and a radical one (Eugene). I don't think the debate is about the distinction of art and life and the ethics of treating life as art -which only masquerades as a fault line. It is clear that for both Eugene and Kiyo, art (whether high or low) and life can be read as mutually answerable to each other, just as Bakhtin (1990) tells us is the key to reading his social theory. What puzzles me about this debate is why the question of teacher-student learning has become subsumed to a more high-academic-culture question of specifying the most authentic form of dialogue -(e.g. self or other initiated). With a quest for authenticity the principles that are being defended may possibly be undermined.
What concerns me even more about Kiyo's polyphony analogy is the displacement of the carnivalesque in this polyphony. Carnival is great at turning hierarchies upside down and at giving voice to the subaltern. At one level, this clearly happens in the analogy insofar as the teacher (as traditionally understood) is decrowned and simply a participant among others. At a broader level, however, the epistemology that Eugene and Kiyo leave us with is also a hierarchical one. What will happen, in this value-hierarchy, to the "old-school" teachers, the unreconstructed teachers and students (e.g. the students with no eros) and the macho or those who just don't share these values? Would a terrifying fate await them or is this hierarchy also open to a laugh? Then again, maybe this is a misplaced question considering the dominance of other hierarchies outside of dialogic pedagogy. Maybe it is an unfair question to an oppressed pedagogy, fighting its corner.
ONTOLOGY: The Christ-Like Figure of the Teacher and the Threat of Pedagogical Violence
So, I've just given a brief account of what I see as the epistemology that underpins the dialogues. In this next section, I'll outline a bit of the ontology. Here, I'll make a simple point that follows on from the epistemology. This is, both Kiyo and Eugene appear to present us with an ontology that is profoundly Christian in spirit.
Kiyo is quite clear about this. When I read of Kihaku Saitou, I was reminded of Christ immediately. There is the "garden of eden" vulnerability to being betrayed by Judas students; the very students with whom the teacher has worked with "all her/his heart." Yet, strength arises from weakness "when the teacher becomes aware of her/his work's frailness, powerlessness and loneliness, she/he will acquire new strength" (Saitou, 1963, p.13) . Nietzsche would tell us that this is a "slave-morality," embodied by Christ. The meek shall inherit the earth. He is who is last shall be first. Turn the other cheek. The virtuous is the weak.
It is in this ontology that it seems to be Kiyo's turn to get all mystical and transcendent on us. I enjoy it, I have to say, and I'm guessing that many would agree with the sentiments. In my own teaching, I constantly try to efface an almost primal desire to loudly assert institutional authority (like telling students that talking while I'm talking/texting or coming in to the class very late is all "against the rules"). I try to make these points in a gentle and loving way or maybe not make them at all. I definitely feel frail and at I find this distinction interesting and relevant for the debate at hand insofar as it permits a space for the teacher to be a little indifferent, a little ironic and a little less committed to the great teaching project. In Kiyo's ontology and in the examples he uses, I can see a commitment to the public sphere and to solidarity with a deeply non-ironic teaching project ("they believe that they can do something for the learners only in a lesson" (p.42), "to have rich dialogic experience," (p.43).). It is polyphonic but non-ironic -just as Dostoevsky's characters were non-ironic, hastily committing suicide or to self-torturing dialogue.
I think this is why Kiyo ends his dialogue response with such a powerful "final remark" (p.43). Of course he will find Eugene's position disturbing. Why would Eugene have a pedagogy? To me the answer to that question is that Eugene develops, a bit like the early Socrates and Kierkegaard again, the position of the ironist in education. He is committed to a position where learners may not care about the teacher and the teachers' projects and I think, although it is understated, a position where the teacher may not care particularly about the students and their projects. Teaching is "secondary" in education and the teacher may structure and facilitate but it is the students who are autonomous beings. For me, a logical implication of this position is that teachers mirror students' attitudes. They should not worry so much about what the student engages with in their self-learning and in their project of self-creation (the liberal ironic position, as Rorty describes it). Perhaps recognising a non-dichotomous tension between the pedagogy of public dialogic experience amidst private irony and indifference would help us to see the threats to dialogic pedagogy (the threat from a broken heart after an epic public struggle or the threat of alienation from private projects of self-creation).
In a sense, Eugene and Kiyo epitomise the tension in the liberal-ironist position and the incommensurability attached to it. On the other hand, however, looking at these dialogues from afar, Kiyo provides the liberal and Eugene provides the ironist to a liberal ironic dialogic pedagogy (at least ontologically). However, this is actually another dichotomy in a way, as there is already a fair streak of liberalism (in the sense above, as cruelty is the worst thing we do) that runs through Eugene's earlier comments. It is with this part of the liberal-ironic ontology that I'll wrap up my comments and my broader project to draw these epic heroes together.
